W ** 4/18/75 

your letter ^thaUth^ ^with^*^ p03tacri P t on the back of 

Mho got Into a field for S&ffi i Tnjf t0T a *><* ™P°rter 

to recapture hia self rear»«t Vu»«m+ J. ^ 4111(1 thereafter, la a futile effort 

note which I had not as I^'abo^to mTit* f5® 0P T d th ® lott * r ^ thua esw this 
for you) ** ab ° Ut t0 file “• If have no carbon I'll repeat it 

- — «. ®y Professional 

Do you thiik^^Se^hTSeJrtKnt ^J^i^'t^chT ^ thr * ats * you aro childish, 
your farting In red Ink? * notice to charge me with perjury to cow at 

g aalfc-renpecting writer would f “* ““ "• 11 ty that 

Then, m, the piece ia the USw *und«- nh th t ^ 80rt0 “ a ««k. 

Georgetown «* now thia.Thda le . th^^^Su^, 

? f StOM 18 *» end peer 

nirii., * I ^ WA * reapeci, to confront. You did not hnnw t- ? 

editing. x t la an ancient and hanoiwd „ . “ox nate to agree to their 

a ean a.*rata. hdnaalf fr^.^ SSZZ^^LSl ^ 

does “fSTn^t' »*““ « w HS? S* ?r ^ “ Prlnt * 1 ■*« *»* 

and Jerry •'ollcoff had tald m that rou tad^S^hl^ 41 ”® ’ X>th ’"‘M"* «■* luotee 

trMbwrt and that of your .St £, sTlSa^t^,”" ”” *°<* 

mo and forgot etill anoth.rw?£r to “! 70 " thr “‘« *•*** to 

honeot writing. writer to whoa a buck meant more than a good name or 

*«. State? £2T,?E ^T 1811 * “ d d09S Mt ««^una of .hiah you 

"crdttca^" ( bacauaa^tSo ^ 00smUoloned you to do a piece on the 

sible and becauae I remembered your wretched ° 09 d09a whatever resolution is poo- 
a cufttion to R*lling Stone! NatS!l l ^ th ° 8ub J ect of "crlfies" I wrote 

to know. About evexItK wwS^S; t S 111™* ^ They ^ 811 «»» iT 
and has done work and who is a oublioitv > To ab ^ e to understand who does 

core tine than arySglSS VJnSSf SLST pf t ?S lahi * attet «m> 

Junt another auhjoct^or ehorUg SSd '^*1” “ for oU,e « 

•r with than), juat ancthar ac^nion ,o? S^ d “ °^^ d -«• >» 

When I got the transcript and did the book I n ffo^ j. ._.v ^ 

Arm, and ancUiary rl*ta tithe nagnzd^.^u™ ‘““S' 1 t0 T Strsl «*>t 

to oak then again about the ancillary righto. Si of ’> m*. ^ “»« hero I asked you 
nt the Archives by your own account/^ ttey'd^li^ I bef ° re you were 

JCSll complain to M and threaten me with V ° ffor ^ W ?° u f or it and 

in which I expressed my understanding V “° ! 1 ^J 6 ^ lotter 

zodiac News, r spoke to the. for^af I^l^ SS S fTk ^ “ at 

.rib S: »dr E Z^^K^:,' Li " le “ hlte U< >-” 07 «”=» you do not 
nothing to eay that I did not in all that can be cooe ic this box you had 

such an occasion? Or how you hn^pe^ed °f t J at ^ «*“ Perjuiy and on 

Judiciary record. Not one ^STS e less lnd ^ CisS , ly thoae *"U I «»ed from the 
reasonable men can accept for believing w« * thors 3& more. Give mo an explanatiSti 
passing oy'the workTS^ ^ Wh08e °° ney 



•'ive me another lecture with another threat about your "professional ethics* " 

Tou say of thin transcript in a footnote in the same column no more than that 
I reprint it and at the end of this box no more than that "The National Archives de- 
classified” it* With what you know and knew long before you wrote this piece are you 
going to tell me this is honest writing? 

What you have done in this disgraceful abandonment of all docency and all of 
the respected traditions of writing is pretend a) that out of the kindnes of its 
overflowing heart the government just let this all out and b) I just managed to get 
hold of it and saw a chance to make a fast buck and reprinted it* 

Tou and Rolling Stone both knew better* 

Tou both knew not only that I had a long and difficult struggle for six or eight 
years but that I risked prosecution by those I was suing to get it* 

When you havo this kind of balls I'll see more of a man in you than the shape* 

Tou refer to your visit here. Tou made certain representations* i took you at 
your word* Tou either had no intention of writing the wjmi of piece you represented to 
me or for a buck and without real principle you wrote a different kind of piece* Either 
way your "professional ethics" woro a deception of me* Why the hell whan I work 18-20 
hours a day should I ait tip until 1 a*m* hatting ay gum a with you? 

X could not have boon more open or forthright* £ dare you to say otherwise* The 
reason I asked you to tape is b cause of the piece you described. What other relevance 
i3 there to what you wanted to go into? If 1 had not trusted you I'd either not have 
seen you or taped myself or not let you tape* But I did trust you, which is other than 
the inference of the opening of your letter, which is no more than an accurato 
reflection of the kinds of people with whom you associate* 

The purpose of ny asking for these tapes is other than you represent, "what 
they'd show" and "a long and rambling conversation*" 1 told you why anc the reason 
had to do with a special ^jrttpoae for a record, as you well know. 

As I foldeji-this literary m onume n t to man's dishonesty up for filing I also 
noted the head on your ripping of/of my work, "II. The Recently Discovered Transcript 
of an Executive Session." Explain this in terns of this alleged high value you place 
on your "professional Ethics." 

Recently discovered indeed) Tou even chisseled two extra copies from J im La ma r# 

Aud the book was printed long before you were at the Archives* 

in, again in terms of this sxalted ethics, on how you manag ed to make 
such good use of ny back cover* 

Tou arc so incompetent a crook that when you ripped off the *ew fork Times 
without credit (p.27, col. 4) you were limited to what i’ranklin, who was also put on, 
wrote, ou could not rip off the air on which I straightened that one out. (l have the 
documents and the Tines' source and Howard Will ana were on the same sho w,) 

Or is that one misused (i n cludi ng by you the thief) document from a larger file 
also something "Recently Discove r e d ?" 

Of course none of this has to do with what you call “3erio*s Critics." M ke the 
man who came to Nixon* s defense on that 18 1/2 minute erasure and his associates* Or 
the man who hasn t even road the basic literature* O r a plug for a device of the police 
state. Or the man who looks at autopsy film and finds proof the Cubatf's did it. Sylvia 
Hcaghsr, who did a magnificent work, is not worthy of your mention. An d I who have 
printed more than all other "serious" critics contained and filed aoro FOI suits than 
any other writer and all others on thin subject alone (including trie only 
content of your piece not the overflow of a toilet) am by this record alone not a 



"serious" critic. 



You did ask about malice. And I did describe your earlier writing as very bad and 
predicted, aa you have proven, that this also would be. 

On© could find aulice in your fucking up in the Sirhan ease (fact) and your 
resentment over others not fucking up (opinion). 

Xou put this off on the editors of Bolling °tona and suggest x night sue 
them. When you know boa broke I au you know this is no more than a silly self- 
service. 3ut if you have any notion of a basis in fact, by all means make/* it. 

W J£ la ,® ven you boast about all the good your way of handling 

SfeSn^o y ?r{^ "f th0 l5O0k “*• T ° **• 1 have had two lifers 

Jhi! t f 1St iacluded ordara * 0116 of these also referred to a radio talk 

Sri 011X1 attribute 0116 order *0 your masterpiece and their 

good will, me other letters were by a few people who were repelled by what you did. 

1/1150 011 ab0ut whlch thcre can bQ Intimate complaint in that 
^Tofi^tiS. I,0r “ 1 “ C0W » let8 as I can be about what bore your 



You decided to tl^reaten me. 



Federal Ittstrict Court for the jurisdiction in which 1 live is 

Your vorda are, "And ±t you'd* better be careful what you write 
my proteasional ethics, etc. 1 am almost as litigious S 3 you are l" 

If I have fallen short cf your needs, please let me know. If I 
I m sure I can do better. I'm willing to try. 



in Baltimore, 
or say about me, 

tako some time 



Conetmptuously, 



^arold Weisberg 



